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Notes on a meeting with APP (10
th

 May 2013, 9.00 - 12.15 WIB, APP office Jakarta) 

Participants: Emil Kleden (FPP), Patrick Anderson (FPP), Lafcadio Cortesi (RAN), Agung 

Wiyono (TFT), Aida Greenbury (APP), Dewi Bramono (APP), Dejan Lewis (TFT), Loy 

Jones (Asia-Pacific Consulting Solutions), Elim S (APP) and Sophie Chao (FPP) 

Introductions 

Overview of the agenda 

1. Meeting expectations and agreements (draft objective: to better understand policy 

commitments and implementation plan, convey input on opportunities and gaps and 

consider areas for possible engagement) 

2. Brief on APP’s recent visit to US (during the meeting, it was decided to take this offline 

between Lafcadio and Aida) 

3. Getting a better understanding of the policy, implementation plans and timelines 

4. Engagement process and moving forward 

5. AOB 

Agenda Review: 

Aida: requested that a discussion of the two letters sent to APP by Scale Up, Huma, WBH, 

Jikalahari, WWF and other Indonesian NGOs in January and on April 22nd be included as 

part of point 4 of the agenda. 

Preliminary clarifications on meeting ground rules, expectations and stakeholder 

engagement 

Lafcadio: Noted that the parameters and ground rules for engaging with stakeholders 

generally and with FPP and RAN at this meeting in particular should be agreed at the outset 

in terms of getting agreement on expectations and goals, clarity on process and timelines and 

on how the engagement or discussions will be communicated with outside parties. This sets 

the stage for civil society to decide whether to engage in a process (e.g. protocol/SOP 

development) or a meeting or not.  

Regarding providing input to the conflict resolution and FPIC protocols/SOPs, noted that 

there remains some lack of clarity over whether there is an shared objective to reach 

agreement on these protocols/SOPs or whether APP will consider input but only use what it 

approves, what the process and timeframes for input is and about how civil society inputs will 

be characterized with outside parties.  

For this specific meeting, proposed that minutes be recorded, shared with the meeting 

participants for amendments, and then made public, in line with FPP practice [agreed]. 

Noted that RAN and FPP’s objective is to see APP’s commitments and protocols succeed – 

and that while RAN and FPP bring scepticism to the table, they genuinely do want these to 

work. They see a unique opportunity, but there do remain significant gaps in the 

commitments and the question remains, where can FPP and RAN (and other NGOs) engage 

with clarity and confidence? 

Regarding how the meeting outcomes could be communicated in the minutes, Lafcadio 

clarified that RAN’s participation in this meeting does not constitute agreement with or 

consent to the current policy and its implementation and that RAN will not hold back from 
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telling APP’s customers that this meeting took place so that it is public. RAN will state that it 

participated in this meeting to learn, discuss and reach agreement on the policies of APP and 

ways forward in terms of engagement and implementation.  

Patrick: Explained FPP policy and noted that FPP does not want to be in the position of 

holding information that it cannot share with communities affected by APP. 

Aida: Noted that she was pleased the participants of the meeting could all sit together to talk. 

Acknowledged that there were some misunderstandings, or rather lack of understanding, 

visible from communications in the last few days and relieved to hear that FPP and RAN 

really do want APP to succeed. Noted that sometimes APP does not know what exactly RAN 

wants, if this is only criticism, or also engagement for improvement. Noted that RAN’s 

genuine interest in APP’s success was very positive to hear.  

In relation to confidentiality, noted that there is sometimes a dilemma for APP, who on the 

one hand wants to be transparent and share facts and the truth with stakeholders, but then is 

asked by stakeholders not to mention names in notes and publicised information. APP 

requests clarification as to when and where names can be used, as this is not always clear. 

Noted that where the meeting is technical and involves a technical team then it is very 

difficult not to mention names of the NGOs participating.  APP asks to be informed if they 

make mistakes in this regard. 

Lafcadio: Noted that a simple rule, in line with FPIC, is to ask beforehand if APP can 

communicate that this conversation or meeting was held. Another option is to say that APP 

met with NGOs without citing names. Getting consent beforehand remains the best practice.  

Agung: Noted that if an individual or organisation has objections or complaints, and asks not 

to mention names, that is respected in line with existing protocol.  

Aida: Noted that APP is committed to full transparency in FCP implementation. NGOs need 

to inform APP if they want their names to be mentioned or not. 

Patrick: Suggested that APP say that upfront that notes will be taken and names cited unless 

individuals present do not want this.  

Loy: Noted that this issue of publicising names is not just relevant to NGOs but also the 

private sector – there is a demand for transparency, but at the same time, people ask for their 

names not to be mentioned, which is somewhat contradictory. 

Lafcadio: Noted that in marketplace, when customers hear that ‘FPP and RAN’ have met 

with TFT and APP, it is easy for them to assume that all is going in the right direction. While 

this may be true, our position is that it is still too soon for companies to start buying again 

from APP. Instead of focussing on marketing at this point, APP should focus on 

implementing its commitments and when it has something to show, then start speaking with 

buyers. 

Aida: Suggested the discussion above on citing names be included in the FGD protocol.  

Reaching agreement on the protocols 

Aida: Noted that APP’s ultimate goal is to reach agreement, but that to get there (particularly 

in relation to social issues), a lot remains to be done right now. In the past couple of meetings 

with FGDs, APP and TFT have actively sought inputs which have been incorporated into the 
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protocols in the past two weeks. At the same time, APP is implementing the first draft of 

these protocols, as some conflicts just cannot wait until agreement is reached with 

stakeholders, although this is the ultimate goal.  

Agung: In relation to protocols/procedures, noted that TFT is seeking 10 out of 10 in terms of 

agreement over the protocols, even where agreement is still at around 7 out of 10, it is still 

worth beginning implementation. Another concern for APP is the capacity of operational 

staff on the ground. To this end, there will be pilots on FPIC and conflict resolution. Noted 

that the protocols are living documents and that these will be improved through the lessons 

learned from the pilot project. Noted that agreement-reaching is particularly complex in 

relation to social issues, hence the idea of carrying out a pilot project on FPIC and conflict 

resolution to get the protocols and agreement on protocols on these from the current 7 to the 

ideal 10.  

Loy: Noted that the documents are still being updated based on circumstances on the ground, 

and that these will continue to be improved as different challenges are hit.  

Aida: Noted that Elim is in charge of implementation on the forestry side and asked for her 

inputs on how current protocols and pilots are going on in the field. 

Elim: Noted that in the Seinyerang pilot project, the protocol has not yet been finalised but 

conflict settlement there is in compliance with the FCP. Noted that the means of resolution is 

through mediation. Reiterated that all protocols are live and that NGO inputs are being used 

to improve them, but that inputs and points of view can also differ between different NGOs.  

Indigenous peoples’ rights and FPIC 

Agung: Noted in relation to FPIC that some NGOs are pushing for reference to UNDRIP in 

the protocol but that for him, FPIC needs to be put in the national context of Indonesia (e.g. 

TFT is referring to AMAN documents and Marcus’ work on FPIC) and tailored to this 

context.  

Patrick: Noted that the right of self-identification is a right of indigenous peoples, as clearly 

enshrined in UNDRIP. This identification is not the prerogative of governments, and this is 

also clear in the policy of AMAN and in FPP documents. Noted that this is why there is no 

definition given for indigenous peoples in UNDRIP. 

Agung: Noted that it may be better to examine the FPIC protocol draft to make sure it does 

not stray far from existing concepts of FPIC. 

Patrick: Noted that the Indonesia government is not much use here as indigenous peoples are 

referred to in the Constitution but no description is given. Sometimes the government says 

indigenous peoples exist, sometimes that there are no indigenous peoples, and sometimes that 

it is up to the government to define and identify indigenous peoples. 

Agung: Noted that TFT is drawing also from AMAN’ draft bill on indigenous peoples’ rights.  

Importance of training field level staff 

Dejan: Noted that training is integral as a lot of managers will be applying these concepts and 

so a lot of emphasis is being placed on training. 

Loy: Noted that most foresters not social people – in fact many become foresters because 

they do not want to deal with people but rather with trees. This is the case in the US and in 
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Indonesia, so it is a huge task for them to get foresters to take all of this in and implement it 

thoroughly. Noted that TFT is looking for people to help them but that this is not easy.  

Dejan: Noted that time is needed for people to absorb all this new information, believe in it 

and implement it, rather than half-heartedly implement protocols. 

Emil: Noted that this discussion reminded him of an Indonesia saying: ‘titip kata selalu lebih, 

titip uang selalu kurang’. In many ways this expression is a reflection of Indonesian culture. 

The question is, how do we deliver a message in line with what we imagine its 

implementation could be? What is the best way to be sure that implementers in the field 

really have a good understanding of policy at the normative level, and implement it in the 

right way? (i.e. comply with management thinking and social thinking of the policy) This will 

in large part depend on field officers (petugas lapangan), who may encounter resistance from 

communities where they follow orders, and also find themselves caught between government 

policies and requirements, and APP’s own standards.  

Lafcadio: Noted that APP is a huge company with a long arm of supply chain. Noted that it 

was understood that systems are being put into place and asked how APP is perceiving the 

challenges of going from commitment in the Jakarta office level, to implementation in 

Kalimantan Timur, among other places.  

Agung: Noted that what is needed is a strategy for transformation. TFT/APP have been trying 

to combine cultural and structural change for this transformation. While cultural change will 

take a while, structural change may be faster. The ideal is that this transformation will 

eventually become a new ‘culture’. 

Presentation from Agung on progress update in relation to social issues 

1. There are four major works related to social; (a) Improvement of management system – 

(b) developing learning sites: pilot, ( c) capacity building: increasing capacity of 

managers/op staff, and  (d) develop a monitoring system—conflict monitoring system and 

Score Card 

2. Currently prioritising conflict resolution procedure, collaborative conflict management, 

FPIC implementation, CSR and grievance. 

3. Pilot in Seinyerang – APP/TFT learning from this to improve the living documents. Pilots 

in PSPI/Datuk Rajo Melayu, Sorek, and Desa S. Riding.  

4. Trained almost 400 managers and operational staff on FPIC and conflict mapping to 

increase their understanding of the documents and implementation (Jambi, Riau, South 

Sumatra (latest one being 2 weeks ago) 

5. Developing score card: already prepared a concept on conflict management with Sinar 

Mas Forestry. Connecting performance on the ground with senior managers in the offices 

real time to constructively communicate processes on the ground. Have developed a 

classification of conflict (1 to 3) to be handled at different levels.  

Lafcadio: Noted that it would be interesting to explore how to train communities as well as 

APP staff, so that communities are better prepared to enter mediation processes.  

Aida: Noted that this is what APP hopes for from the constructive inputs of RAN and FPP 

and partners. The pilot projects themselves were largely selected based on RAN and FPP’s 

inputs, for example, otherwise it would be difficult for APP to identify these areas.  

Dejan: Noted that the launch of the FCP was not the start of the activities rather APP and 

TFT spent a year preparing for the launch of the FCP initially identifying gaps against other 
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standards (e.g. FSC) and exploring ways in which APPs vision and mission need be cascaded 

downwards. TFT examined the structure and management of APP. Rather than trying to find 

prescriptive solutions in situ; the TFT identified these operational gaps and looked at the 

existing systems and management decisions that resulted in these issues. Care was taken to 

build a project management team that were well aligned and partnered with TFT team to 

implement a comprehensive action plan to close the gaps. It took about a year’s worth of 

work to get to this point. Explained; score carding as a company wide mapping system that 

allows TFT/APP to monitor on-going action plans implemented on the ground, whereby 

senior management in Jakarta can identify issues realtime and respond quickly. Excel 

spreadsheets would have been very unwieldy to achieve this.  

Lafcadio: Noted that there are opportunities for collaboration in the kinds of items included in 

the scorecard and asked what the scope of openness to participation of 3
rd

 parties is in this. 

Dejan: Noted that there is a lot of scope. TFT/APP have learned a lot from GAR. There are 

many more areas where TFT/APP could do with help, partnership and inputs from NGOs, 

especially on the social issues. TFT and APP acknowledged that bringing in good social 

experts with good ground experience in fixing conflict and in FPIC is essential. 

Noted that TORs have been developed to work with partners but in a way that can fit within 

the framework of the FCP in relation to short term conflict resolution, medium-term training 

and long term institutionalisation. There is a need for social people to support the long-term 

scope of training and education. Noted that some people are keen to get involved but not 

always directly with APP and so they approach TFT.  

Aida: noted that these TORs on partnerships were drafted yesterday.  

Information-sharing and capacity building for local communities 

Sophie: Asked how TFT/APP are socialising these protocols and APP’s commitments with 

local communities within their concessions. 

Agung: Noted that TFT/APP is focusing on capacity-building and training for company staff 

first and that in any case some of the NGOs involved represent communities and farmers.  

Patrick: Asked what TFT/APP has in mind in terms of socialisation of the commitments with 

the communities and how that will unfold. 

Aida: Noted that once draft protocols are finalised TFT/APP will come up with milestones 

and timelines for their socialisation.  

Agung: Noted that APP is dealing with 39 concessions and literally thousands of villages. 

Noted that TFT does not want to set expectations too high in terms of socialisation directly 

with the communities, and that strategically their message is reaching the communities 

through the NGOs assisting these communities. Even just having community representatives 

involved would be a huge task in terms of numbers. 

Conflict resolution 

Elim: Noted that APP is now working on conflict mapping for all of its suppliers, based on 

which it will then classify conflicts, which in turn will help in prioritising specific 

communities and cases.  

Agung: Noted that TFT/APP has a process for identifying conflict. 
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Aida: Noted that socialisation activities have partly  been  done through HCVA. A social 

conflict resolution team is in the field assessing the type of  conflicts. The team is run by Pak 

Iwan Tjitra Djaja (anthropologist from UI). 

PA: Asked if this was part of the HCVA.   

Aida: Yes. 

Loy: Explained that Pak Iwan’s team is identifying root causes of conflicts and going to 

classify the types or typology of conflicts so APP can prioritise which ones to deal with them 

immediately and in HCV Management Plan.  

Lafcadio: Noted that APP’s main tool for identifying and assessing social issues and 

peatlands is the HCV process. Noted that FPP and RAN do not know about any other types of 

assessments tools that APP is using in relation to these two issues. Asked if there are other 

tools being developed for assessing social conflict, other than the HCVA. 

Agung: APP has 330 social policy documents. These include generic procedures per region, 

and more specific policy documents. Noted that TFT/APP do have other tools for conflict 

identification. There is a procedure for how to map conflict, how to implement and monitor 

conflict resolution, and a conflict and conflict resolution reporting system. The team being 

led by Pak Iwan is trying to map and identify conflict in relation to HCVF management, to 

see how these conflicts may later impact on the management of these HCVs. 16 villages are 

being dealt with by the team in various regions. A selection of sites will be assessed based on 

their typology and geographical features.  

Loy: Noted that fieldwork for this was expected to end on 25
th

 June 2013.  

Agung: Noted that Pak Iwan’s depth of work is more shallow than the conflict mapping 

developed for APP, but will be useful in identifying trends and typologies of conflict. 

Sophie: Asked how APP’s grievance procedure has been socialised to communities by APP 

so that they can effectively use them to raise complaints, cases of conflict, and to seek redress 

and remedy. 

Agung: Noted that the grievance procedure of APP can be used by communities to raise 

complaints to APP. Communities can also bring complaints to the manager, or to supporting 

NGOs. Noted that he was not sure that all communities know about the grievance procedure, 

but that the NGOs working with them understand that this grievance procedure exists. 

Emil: Asked if APP has anticipated situations of turnover where trained staff may move on 

from APP while conflict is still happening on the ground, and where responsibility falls for 

sustaining the conflict resolution where this happens.  

Aida: Noted that APP works as a team, not as individuals. The system is there, and people 

can fill in the space where individuals leave.  

Aida: Noted that what APP committed to this year is something they never dreamed to 

commit to before. This level of depth and transparency in APP’s operations was never 

considered before. Concepts like FPIC and HCVF are totally new. There are thus big 

challenges  for APP  to socialise all of this from the high level down to the field to the 

operational staff. Noted that APP cannot wait to build its capacity and then implement: it 

needs to do both at same time, and this is the biggest challenge. 
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HCVs 

Patrick: In relation to HCVAs, noted that 700 dusun had been visited in Jambi. Asked if 

APP’s commitment to all these dusun included recognition of HCVs and negotiation on 

restoration and compensation for these HCVs.  

Aida: Noted that a team led by Loy and Nev will report to APP what the identified values in 

these areas are, and make recommendations. That is what APP has committed to. If 

restoration or compensation is part of those recommendations, then APP will do it. 

Loy: Noted that part of this could be to get communities involved in the HCV management 

plan but that in some cases this is not going to be easy at all. 

Agung: Noted that how APP will deal with this issue will be based on recommendations but 

not only on recommendations: it will also be based on discussions between APP and 

communities using the developed procedures. 

Patrick: Noted that APP’s commitment on FPIC appears to be only for new expansions. 

Asked what the commitment of APP is with regards to community rights in the context of 

already cleared areas.  

Agung: Noted that TFT/APP intends to use the full FPIC concept in new plantings but that 

for existing planted areas where there is conflict between communities and the company, 

there will still be a conflict resolution and negotiation process. Collaborative compensation 

and/or co-management could be possible outcomes of this negotiation process. 

PA: Noted that the HCVA concept does not describe the rights of communities, despite the 

fact that these rights would be the basis for conflict negotiation and resolution.  

Loy: Noted that the HCVA is going to be a challenge in Jambi, as in some places APP will be 

in violation of HCVs because of what communities have done (e.g. where APP has set aside 

riparian zones and communities clear them to plant oil palm). The question is how to restore 

HCVs in a way that will not cost communities or company an arm or leg. 

Patrick: Noted the importance of making sure that HCV assessors are thinking in terms of the 

longer-term (for example, the duration of the concession lease). In many cases, communities 

end up going into HCVs because they have no other land left to use. Noted that assessors 

need to ask communities what HCVs they have lost, and to acknowledge the rights of these 

communities as the basis for follow-up action. 

Lafcadio: Asked how TFT/APP will come up with recommendations on landscapes that have 

recently been cleared but not planted and which may contain HCVs, and how APP will deal 

with this. Noted that there is strong interest from conservation NGOs in exploring this space 

with APP and its suppliers. For example, where peatland and HCVs are identified in these 

areas, are those areas going to be restored, or left to rejuvenate? And who gets to provide  

recommendations on that process?  

Aida: Our commitment on 5
th

 February was that APP and all its suppliers would cease natural 

forest clearance as of 31
st
 January 2013. That date came out after months and months of 

negotiation. Commitment was very clear at that time that moving forward APP would 

implement HCV, HCVF and FPIC only in areas not yet opened. However, Aida added that 

APP’s commitment to HCVF is also very clear, as well as commitments on HCS and 

peatland. In its future management plan, HCS and peat will be incorporated in HCVs. TFT 
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and Loy will come up with set of recommendations.  If these recommendations include 

restoration, then so be it. APP is not closing the door to restoration. As a business, APP is not 

a conservation company, or a REDD project – APP is managing plantation forests, and needs 

to make sure that its business is sustainable in the future. APP also needs certain land banks 

to support its business. APP’s land bank has been verified by three different parties including 

Ata Marie and TFT. From current figures, APP is confident that it has enough plantations. 

APP does need a buffer, but has enough plantations right now. If APP takes on a restoration 

recommendation from its HCV or peat assessors, it will need to consider what is sustainable 

in terms of plantation stock for its business. The three pillars of biodiversity, community and 

business, all need each other in this regard. When HCV Assessors come up with restoration 

as a recommendation, APP will need to consider the sustainability of the overall area in 

question. APP is also considering offsets, but does not want to speculate on that too much at 

this stage. Aida suggested it was best to wait and see until the outcomes and 

recommendations of the HCVAs and then discuss options based on the real numbers on the 

table. 

Loy: Questioned whether civil society wants to put APP back into a position where they have 

to go to MTH again because they have restored 50,000 ha of plantations. Noted that this was 

the NGOs’ choice to make and that at the moment, APP was being weaned off MTH. 

Lafcadio: Noted that RAN recognised that restoring already planted peatlands is probably not 

realistic from a business perspective. Of course RAN would love that to happen but 

recognises that there is a challenge with suppliers who have cleared a lot of natural/HCV 

forest. Suggested that offsets and buyouts should be considered in this context. How should 

conservation NGOs be involved in this is an important question, as performance relating to 

restoration of peatlands and HCVs recently drained or cleared will be a key milestone with 

customers that RAN talks with. Noted that it was encouraging to hear that restoration and 

offsets are being considered as an option and noted that RAN is interested in broader 

discussions with APP on this possibility.  

Loy: Noted that rejuvenation needs to be practical as well. Noted that post-stakeholder 

consultations on the HCVAs for APP concessions will take place in mid June – early July. A 

lot of people will be invited to provide their inputs and finalise the reccomendations for 

HCVAs.  

Patrick: Asked if that plan would include the sets of recommendations on how to deal with 

the HCVs. 

Loy: No, this plan will just include the identified HCVs. Recommendations will come after 

stakeholder consultation and inputs on how these HCVs should be managed. Noted that the 

real key will be in the management planning itself. Real interaction at the community, 

academic, civil society level, will be reflected in the management plan. 

Lafcadio: Asked if naturally forested areas including non-planted but cleared areas would be 

prioritised as well, if identified as HCVs. 

Patrick: Noted that FPP and RAN understood there were a couple of 100 thousand ha in that 

category. 

Loy: Noted that a large part of that is going to be in the suppliers’, rather than APP’s 

concessions. 

Aida: Noted that the natural forest cannot wait, as there is the risk of encroachment. 



 

9 
 

Patrick: Asked if there was any commitment from APP and its suppliers to not plant until 

HCVAs are finalised. 

Aida: Yes, on peat, but not on anything else. APP’s moratorium is on natural forest, peat, and 

areas to be developed which are  HCS.  

PA: Noted the concern that some areas, although already cleared, may have important HCVs 

(as corridors for example) and that it makes sense that these areas be given some priority in 

this process.  

Elim: Noted that peat areas cleared prior to 1
st
 February 2013 will continue to be planted but 

that these areas are still subject to HCVA. 

Patrick: Noted the issue of drainage. 

Elim: Noted that APP is not building new canals. 

Loy: Noted that even if areas are already planted but require restoration, that can be done, 

probably on a crop basis first (such as acacia), followed by diversification. 

Conflict and conflict resolution (cont.) 

Agung (back to presentation on updates on conflict pilot projects): Riding – chosen as a pilot 

very recently, meeting in SumSel organised and facilitated by TFT between local NGO, SMF 

and BMH (a supplier of APP) – updates given on situation on the ground (see powerpoint). 

Pak Ginting from BMH explained process since conflict has been identified, and areas where 

the process is stuck. Parties—SMF and local NGO have agreed to collaboratively working to 

settle the conflict through dialogue and data sharing but no formal agreement contract has 

been signed yet.  

Lafcadio: Noted that his reading of the Riding case is that it cannot be characterised as an 

agreement yet. Noted that it was necessary to let the process run its course before could be 

reported as APP having ‘resolved the conflict’. APP can communicate with its customers that 

it is doing work in these areas, and RAN can say they are working with organisations 

supporting these communities. 

Aida: Noted that APP has never publicised or talked of the Riding case as APP having 

resolved the conflict. 

Lafcadio: Noted that if consent is given for APP to communicate status, it may be better to 

say that there is engagement. 

Community capacity-building 

Patrick: Noted that it was important for local communities to have sufficient support  from 

and access to lawyers, economists and NGOs, to choose a common mediator, and to choose 

common independent observers, as this will make the negotiations fairer. Noted that FPP is 

hoping this is in the approach and intentions of TFT and APP but that this would mean funds 

would need to be available for communities to acquire the skills required. Asked how APP is 

dealing with this issue so far in the pilot cases. 

Agung: Noted that TFT/APP is trying to engage with local NGOs who have knowledge and 

skills to do capacity-building for local communities. Noted that some NGOs do not want a 

contract with APP so TFT came up with idea of partnership TORs to define partnerships 



 

10 
 

under the TFT umbrella programme, so that NGOs feel more comfortable in supporting this 

kind of process. 

Loy: Noted that the reality is that it would be a really bad position for APP if they were 

supporting or funding such community capacity-building because it would look like they are 

buying off the communities. 

Agung: Noted that in the Riding case, WBH clearly said it would discuss whether it would 

source funds from APP based on negotiations with the communities and BMH.  

Patrick: Suggested the idea of developing province-level mechanisms whereby parties could 

access funds and services, whereby everyone contributes and can take for agreed activities, 

and that this fund would not be held by APP but somewhere else (TFT or other?). That way 

the fund would be further away from the company but the company still feeling confident in 

it.  

Loy: Suggested FPP could take on the role of holding this fund.  

Patrick: Noted that in an ideal world, the government would take on this role, but clearly in 

Indonesia there is no confidence in or ability on the part of the government to do this. Noted 

that the contribution amounts to this fund would need to be keep secret, and that communities 

would have to contribute too. This would ensure that the playing field is more levelled.  

Dejan: Noted that an APP web-based transparency system is being developed (SURE) to tie 

with the scorecard. Noted also that donors will want to know and assess where their money 

has gone and with what degree of impact. This is often hard to tell in relation to social issues 

and conflict resolution.  

Lafcadio: Noted that areas identified as HCV and HCS may require conservation trusts to be 

set up (e.g. Kehati) so APP does not bear all the costs for rehabilitation in those areas. 

Aida: Noted that if these areas are inside concessions, then it is the concession’s 

responsibility to provide funding to manage these HCVs. 

Lafcadio: Noted that training on FPIC for communities will require information on APP’s 

expansion plans. Suggested the plans for a Mill in Oki could be a possible test case for FPIC. 

Asked if there was a context in which RAN and FPP could better understand where areas are 

been considered for expansion which could eventually become test cases for community 

FPIC training. 

Agung: Noted that FPIC training started in Sumatra Selatan with 3 company teams (PT SPA, 

BHP and BMH) assigned by the Head of the Forestry Department. The teams will need to 

identify land ownership and use by communities as a first step in the procedure. As for new 

areas, TFT/APP are waiting for information on identified HCS which will define which areas 

within existing concessions will not be developed.  

Dejan: Noted that TFT/APP is implementing a 2-part HCS process – identification and 

conservation. With GP and GAR/PT SMART, things are progressing well and a lot is being 

learned in the process. TFT is now preparing overlay maps of go and no go zones. They keep 

in mind a strong alignment with social aspects. FPIC will form one of their FGDs on land use 

planning process. Noted that identifying HCS is much easier than conserving HCS – a lot is 

being learned in this regard from GAR / PT SMART. 
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Lafcadio: Suggested that applying FPIC in the process of obtaining the annual cutting permit 

(RKT), and in the process of getting new HTI licenses – are other areas for FPIC to be piloted. 

Noted that it will be important to put on staff and find durable funding for staff for the couple 

of years to implement this. 

Agung (continued presentation on progress on capacity building): TFT has completed 

modules for training on conflict mapping and FPIC; delivered training for managers and 

operational staff on FPIC and conflict mapping in 5 regions and HQ (380+ ppts); direct 

assistant (Riau, Jambi, SumSel) 

Lafcadio: Noted that these were significant strides in the right direction. There is still a long 

way to go, but it is good to hear that APP and TFT are getting people trained up and starting 

with some pilots first.  

Government Engagement on HCVs 

Patrick: Noted that the RSPO HCV Indonesia Task Force (led by  GAR) is trying to get the 

concept of HCV into regulations in Indonesia so that they are identified early and that 

management plans are clear. Noted that FPP and RAN understand from Greenpeace that 

Greenpeace also has an agenda with APP in relation to the Ministry of Forestry on HCVs. 

Suggested that Greenpeace, APP and the HCV Indonesia Task Force (through GAR) should 

at least be coordinating or communicating their efforts to avoid confusion on the side of the 

government. Relevant bodies being engaged by the HCV Indonesia Task Force include BPN 

and BLH, which are relevant to both the timber and oil palm sectors. 

Aida: Noted that she had not heard of GAR’s engagement in the HCV Indonesia Task Force, 

and that APP would coordinate with GAR. 

Dejan: Noted that over the last year and a half, TFT has been with GAR/PT SMART to 

socialise HCS with various government bodies, including Ministry of Trade, Agriculture, 

Forestry, Internal Affairs etc.  

Loy: Noted that in its last announcement, the Minister of Forestry said that ‘every company 

should be doing this’. 

Engaging on Supplier HCV Assessments 

Lafcadio: Queried whether a possible area of engagement could be Nev’s HCV assessments 

of suppliers  

Elim: Noted that APP is taking a step by step approach in terms of HCVA by company (27 

companies altogether).  

Aida: APP to share schedule of HCVAs with Lafcadio. 

Lafcadio: Noted that this would help RAN plan ahead in terms of providing mutually agreed 

experts to peer review the HCVAs, before they move on to management recommendations. 

Noted this was a significant point of engagement.  

Loy: Noted that we were discussing the possibility of using the same peer reviewers for all 

HCVAssessment reports. 

Aida: Noted that the HCVAs need to look at the larger landscape and so one set of peer 

reviewers would make more sense. 
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Loy: Noted that he would talk with Marcus and the HCVRN to find the best people who can 

give the best turnaround. 

Lafcadio: Asked if the HCV recommendations at this stage would be unit-level or landscape 

level. 

Aida: Responded that these recommendations would be at the unit-level for now, and that the 

landscape level would then be considered at a later stage (for example the offsets idea). 

Agung: Noted that on May 16th APP/TFT would meet with the 10 NGOs that sent APP a 

letter in April to seek their inputs to the protocols. The first version of the protocols will then 

be distributed to the managers following this meeting. The first version will be tested out, and 

then a revised second version will be published.  

Noted that from all inputs received to date, TFT has mapped out the main points in the letter 

from the 10 NGOs. Noted that there are no serious substantial disagreements over the 

protocols, but that there does need to be a discussion with the NGOs to improve them.  

Aida: Noted that it was unlikely that the meeting on 16
th

 May would lead to any kind of 

agreement, it would be more of a sharing of views with the NGOs for APP to explain how 

they have incorporated all their suggestions from the letter into the protocols. Noted that it 

may not be wise to chase for an agreement at this stage, as pilot projects need to be 

completed first. The lessons learned from the pilot projects will then be incorporated into 

Version 2 of the protocols and SOPs.  

Lafcadio: Noted that it might be useful for APP to say that inputs from the letter and the 

meeting on 16
th

 will feed into pilot projects. 

Agung: Noted the urgency for managers and operational staff to receive training immediately.  

Lafcadio: Asked if there had been any discussions with Greenpeace and/or other NGOs on 

engaging international stakeholders on more than an ad hoc basis  (e.g. Wetlands on peat 

matters).  

Loy: Noted that APCS has a long time Wetlands Intl subcontractor in their HCV peat team. 

Aida: Noted that there is a plan to this end, and that APP is currently figuring out what kind 

of scope this engagement would involve in order to help verify and improve implementation 

of the protocols on the ground by TFT and APP.  

Loy: Noted that TFT/APP are asking for help and inputs from people like Lafcadio and 

Patrick who understand Indonesian context and play an important role in the HCVRN. 

Meeting Closing 

Aida: Noted that it was important to remind ourselves that APP is a business that makes 

paper. What APP committed to on 5
th

 February is not only beyond Indonesia standards but is 

also very radical. APP hopes one day it will set a new benchmark for this industry. Noted that 

APP has invested so much financially and in other resources to make this happen. Asked that 

NGOs not forget that APP needs to be sustainable as a business. Noted that APP needs FPP 

and RAN’s help in explaining to customers and other stakeholders to help APP achieve its 

goalsin forest conservation. For other customers in North America and Western Europe, APP 

needs RAN’s support, because if APP fails as a business then its overall commitments will be 
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threatened as well. APP is a business, and needs to survive as a business to support its 

commitments. 

Lafcadio: Noted that before making recommendations to flagship or smaller potential 

customer companies, RAN must see the first set of results. He suggested that rather than 

focusing on marketing at this point, APP should focus on implementation. RAN believes 

there should only be market rewards based on performance. 

Loy: Asked RAN what is its message at the moment. 

Lafcadio: Responded that RAN’s message today is still ‘don’t buy’ – unequivocally.  RAN 

has said to large buyers that there is some progress, but that there are also significant areas 

more evidence of progress on the ground needs to be demonstrated and independently 

verified before being able to change its message.  


